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Today 15-35% of all college women experience some form
of sexual harassment (SH); the rise of the #metoo movement
suggests that these estimates are far too low (Marks &
Nelson, 1993). SH in the workplace is a chronic issue in
occupational health psychology & is severely underreported
(Feldblum & Lipnic, 2016).

Participants

The Australian Human Rights Commision revealed that 25%
of women and 16% of men reported experiencing SH in the
work place; 29% of the respondents experienced SH across
same sex dyads. Research continually confirms that women
perceive more SH than men (Bitton & Shaul, 2013; Carlucci &

•

Golom, 2016; Ekore, 2012; O-Donnell & Runtz, 2003; Nguyen,
Rotundo, & Sackett, 2001; Russel & Oswald, 2016).

In light of society’s dynamic views on gender roles and
homosexuality, additional variables to be considered are the
sex of the harasser and the sex of the victim in SH scenarios
21% of male, and 3% of female federal employees have
reported experiencing same-sex SH (US Merit Systems

•
•
•

413 total participants, 186 males & 227 females
Between ages of 18 and 25 (𝜒ҧ = 22.90)
Compensated $0.20 via Amazon Mechanical Turk

Procedure
12 different questionnaires were created
o Different harasser-victim dyad in each
o One of 3 definition conditions in each (EEOC,
MacKinnon, or no definition)
o SH vignettes involving a supervisor and his or
her subordinate at work
• Participants completed 1 questionnaire
• Participants rated the extent to which the interaction in
the vignettes was sexual harassment, based on the definition
presented to them (which was always visible as they
completed the questions)
• A manipulation check was included

Protection Board, 1981, 1995).

Hypotheses
H1: Women will perceive more SH than men, across all study
conditions

H3: The least SH will be perceived in female harasser-male
victim vignettes
H4: Men in the no definition control group will report the
most perceived SH, those in the MacKinnon (more inclusive)
definition condition will perceive slightly less SH than those
in the control condition, but more than those in the EEOC
definition condition

Vignette Two- Main Effect
Participant Sex (F(1, 389) = 27.84, p < .000)
• Female participants (M = 2.71, SD = 1.60) perceived
significantly more SH than males (M = 1.91, SD = 1.09)
Vignette Two- Three Way Interactions
Significant Three Way Interaction: Participant Sex,
Definition, & Victim Sex (F(2, 389) = 3.09, p = .047)
Table 2. Three-Way Interaction Between Participant Sex,
Definition, & Victim Sex (Means & Standard Deviations)

Results

Male Participant

Vignette One- Main effects
Harasser Sex (F(1, 389) = 9.52, p = .002)
• Significantly more SH was perceived when the harasser
was male than when the harasser was female
Participant Sex (F(1, 389) = 14.65, p = .000)
• Significantly more SH was perceived by female
participants than by male participants
Victim Sex (F(1, 389) = 13.80, p = .000)
• Significantly more SH was perceived when the victim was
female than when the victim was male
Table 1. Main Effects: SH Perception Means & Standard
Deviations
Variable

Males
Mean

Males
SD

Females
Mean

Females
SD

Harasser Sex

4.71

1.66

4.23

1.76

Participant Sex
Victim Sex

4.14
4.18

1.72
1.70

4.74
4.74

1.70
1.71

Vignette One- Two Way Interaction
Harasser Sex & Victim Sex (F(1,389) = 11.56, p < .000)
• When MH and FV, there was significantly more SH
perceived than MH and MV (F(1,205) = 27.69, p = .001),
and than FH with FV (F(1, 208) = 22.21, p = .001)

M
F

Female Participant

No Def
1.93
(.83)

EEOC
2.14
(1.41)

MacK
1.70
(.95)

No Def
2.94
(1.35)

EEOC
2.03
(1.09)

MacK
2.67
(1.76)

1.96
(1.06)

1.89
(1.01)

1.85
(1.23)

2.72
(1.75)

3.08
(1.83)

2.66
(1.32)

• Female participants presented with the EEOC definition
perceived significantly more SH with a FV than with a MV
Marginally Significant Three Way Interaction: Participant
Sex, Harasser Sex, & Victim Sex (F(1, 389) = 3.37, p = .067)
Table 3. Three-Way Interaction Between Participant Sex,
Harasser Sex, & Victim Sex (Means & Standard Deviations)

Victim

H2: The most SH will be perceived in male harasser-female
victim vignettes

Vignette One- Three Way Interaction
Harasser Sex, Victim Sex, & Participant Sex (F(1, 389) =
6.77, p =.010)
• When a male participant was presented with a MH, there
was significantly more SH perceived with a FV than with a
MV; when a male participant was presented with a FH,
there was marginally significantly more SH perceived with
a FV than with a MV

Victim

Part of the ambiguity that surrounds SH is due to the failure
to agree on one definition of the construct. Employers and
universities often expand on the EEOC definition, making it
more or less inclusive of certain behaviors. There are
hundreds of SH definitions that vary based on
context, culture, and other variables. Definition of SH
is important to investigate as a variable with the potential to
influence SH perceptions as they are almost always included
in SH education and training.

Discussion

Discussion
Method

Method
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M
F

Male Participant
Male
Female
Harasser
Harasser
1.77
2.10
(.91)
(1.24)
2.14
(1.37)

1.71
(.82)

Female Participant
Male
Female
Harasser
Harasser
2.72
2.38
(1.69)
(1.23)
2.85
(1.60)

2.88
(1.76)

• When male participants were presented with a FV and a
MH, there was marginally significantly more SH than with
a FH
• When female participants were presented with a MH and a
FV, there was marginally significantly more SH than with a
MV

The purpose of this study was to better understand the factors that
influence individual’s perceptions of SH. It was hypothesized that
women would perceive more SH than men, across all study
conditions; this hypothesis was supported by the main effect
results of vignette 1, further qualified in the 3-way interaction on
vignette 1 & the main effect of the analysis on vignette 2. This
finding solidifies previous literature that women are typically less
tolerant of SH than men. H2 was partially supported by the results
of the 2-way interaction of harasser & victim sex in vignette 1,
which showed more SH in the MH-FV dyad than same sex dyads,
and the 3-way interaction in vignette 1 (highest means of SH with
MH-FV dyad). This is consistent with previous literature. H3 was
slightly supported by the 3-way interaction on vignette 1, but not
supported by the marginally significantly 3-way interaction on
vignette 3, male victim means were not significantly less than
those of the other conditions. A possible explanation for this
result is that people are starting to recognize that men can also be
victims of SH at the hands of women. H4 was not supported;
definition only made a significant difference for female
participants, which diverges from the current literature.
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